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Dear Editor,
We read with great interest the letter recently published by Hamel et al. reporting "no influence of static magnetic field stimulation applied for 30 minutes over the human M1 on corticospinal excitability" [1] , as measured by motor evoked potentials (MEPs) elicited by single-pulse transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS). First of all, we would like to thank the authors for their attempt to replicate some of our findings on the long-lasting effects of transcranial static magnetic field stimulation (tSMS) [2] . In their previous tSMS paper, the authors showed that tSMS applied for 30 minutes over M1 significantly impairs online sequence learning [3] . Using the exact same tSMS protocol, they now seem to fail to induce the expected reduction of MEP amplitude [2] .
Thank to the full transparency of the authors, we could look carefully at their MEP data, which are available online [1] . In 18 healthy subjects, they measured the average MEP amplitudes at baseline and at 6 time points within 1h after 30min of tSMS delivered to the left motor cortex. Their original Figure 1 suggests that the average MEP amplitudes of individual subjects displayed a relatively high variability across time points, which seems in contrast with the high within-session reliability of average MEP amplitudes reported in the literature [4, 5] . To quantify this temporal variability, we measured the Pearson correlations between the average MEP amplitudes pre tSMS and the average MEP amplitudes at each of the 6 time points post tSMS (pre-post1: r=0.22; pre-post2: r=0.63; pre-post3: r=0.19; pre-post4: r=0.61; pre-post5: r=0.54; pre-post6: r=0.37). These correlations are markedly lower than the correlations observed in our study (pre-post MEP correlations ranged between 0.71 and 0.97, see Table 1 in [2] ). Higher temporal variability implies lower statistical power to detect possible effects induced by an intervention.
Temporal variability can be mitigated by aggregating data over time. We thus reasoned that by aggregating MEP amplitudes over the six time-points post-tSMS available in the authors' data, sufficient statistical power might be reached to uncover a significant effect of tSMS. To reduce the impact of possible outliers, we aggregated the average MEP data across time points using the median. Data were then averaged across subjects and reported as mean±standard deviation (n=18). We observed that the post1-post6 median MEP amplitude (1.09±0.38 mV) was significantly smaller than the baseline MEP amplitude pre-tSMS (1.28±0.34 mV; paired t-test: p=0.026). A slightly more significant difference was obtained with the Log-transformed (i.e. Log(x+1)) median MEP amplitude (p=0.016), or the median of the Log-transformed MEP amplitude (p=0.015). The post1-post6 median normalized MEP amplitude (0.867±0.259) was also significantly smaller than 1 (one sample t-test: p=0.0435), suggesting a reduction compared to pre-tSMS.
Further studies are certainly warranted to clarify what are the methodological and/or biological factors that may contribute to the variability of tSMS neurophysiological effects. Nonetheless, the authors' data do support a significant "influence of static magnetic field stimulation applied for 30 minutes over the human M1 on corticospinal excitability".
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